At an asynchronous level, different kinds of discussion forums exist including bulletin boards. These have become precursors for other asynchronous facilities such as Usenet newsgroups and mailing lists. E-mail provides a very convenient and popular form of asynchronous communication. For synchronous communication, users can access chatrooms available through applications such as Internet Relay Chat (IRC) and ICQ (a creative abbreviation for I Seek You). Data can also be sourced through a variety of web sites including personal homepages.
In addition to the accessibility of online data, the textual nature of online interaction means contextual details of the communicative event may be embedded in the dialogue. This textual production incorporates many dimensions of social interaction (Mann & Stewart, 2000) . For instance, cybertext may be grounded in the immediacy of the situation (Denzin, 1999) . Textual data may include a construction of participants' relationship with the social situation and the researcher (Mann & Stewart) . Depending on the format, temporal and other context-related details may also be accessed through cybertext. At another level, textual data contains the active work of discussion as it is pursued in interaction. The inclusiveness of cybertextual data provides an extensive landscape for interpreting social experience and carrying out DA. Costigan (1999) pointed out how the medium's ability to foster communities, simultaneously closely connected, diversified, and geographically distant, may bring forth entirely different social constructs, offering opportunities for alternative subjectivities to gain exposure. Participants from distant locations and diverse cultural backgrounds may come together. The textual nature of computer-mediated communication (CMC) makes available the interactional dynamics between people, thereby presenting an adaptive context for discursive research encompassing sociological and social psychological subject matter. Furthermore, the potential for alternative subjectivities online may offer increased opportunities for repositioning marginalized social groups, inclusive of people with disabilities (Bowker & Tuffin, 2002 .
The online medium can also be conceptualized as a legitimate research tool for gathering data about how people operate in the social world. Drawing on the insights of Pauly (1991) , Jones (1999b) suggested that if we conceptualize online communication as a social practice, it can help in our understanding of how we structure and produce cultural forms of meaning making. DA offers particular advantages in this regard because it is concerned with how language functions as social practice, suggesting that there may be some benefit in understanding the online medium through a discursive approach.
However, it is worth considering the integration/differentiation debate with respect to gathering data online and the utility of DA. Traditional CMC research has gone about investigating online experience as something distinct from other forms of interaction (Kiesler, Siegel, & McGuire, 1984; Kiesler & Sproull, 1992; Walther, 1996; Walther, Anderson, & Park, 1994) . Rather than conceptualizing the online medium as an independent social space, a number of researchers have highlighted the importance of studying online activity in association with everyday life (Benedikt, 1991; Jones, 1999a Jones, , 1999b Kendall, 1999; Sterne, 1999) . Deploying a binary interpretation of on-and offline interaction offers a narrow method of understanding (Jones, 1999b) . The notion that you can somehow cut off a part of your life and experience it independently of what has happened before, or in other contexts, is unrealistic (Horn, 1998) . Discursive research is interested in understanding everyday social practices and, hence, situates analysis within this arena, allowing researchers to consider the construction of online events in relation to everyday life.
In addition to evaluating the theoretical and conceptual suitability of DA for understanding online interaction, gathering data online may afford some logistical and practical bene-fits for researchers and participants. For researchers, the textual format of naturalistic data, occurring in mailing lists, newsgroups, chatrooms, and other online settings, removes the need to transform discourse into an accessible format for qualitative analysis. Inevitably, this eliminates the labor and cost involved in transcribing, as well as removing the additional complexity of focus group transcription. Consequently, there is no need to consider the impact of transcription bias. CMC's ability to produce a verbatim account of an interaction ensures data accountability (Mann & Stewart, 2000) . The popular practice of archiving online messages in mailing lists and newsgroups means researchers may not even need to be members of these communities to access data.
Similarly, there are a number of advantages for participants. Providing they have access to the necessary hardware and software, the expenses associated with participating in online research are generally limited to telephone connections and subscriptions to Internet service providers. Furthermore, the online medium facilitates a user-friendly research setting. Participants are afforded much flexibility because they can engage in the research at their own pace, time, and location. This contrasts with the intrusiveness of face-to-face methods. More important, the flexibility surrounding online data gathering may aid participation for those with disabilities. Indeed, irrespective of physical coordination, mobility, and speech capacity, the textual nature of online interaction affords people with diverse operating techniques the capacity to participate. Hence, the online medium may offer an ideal and equitable environment for conducting research about people with disabilities.
Providing that an online terminal is located in a participant's locale, the ability to contribute to discussions from the vicinity of one's surroundings allows participants to interact in an environment conducive to their needs. Hammersley and Atkinson (1995) supported this, arguing that the best strategy involves interviewing people in their own environments because they are more at ease in familiar social settings. Situating discourse within a familiar physical location may enhance participants' disclosure, and, hence, the richness of the data gathered. In addition, gathering research data in an environment conducive to participants' needs furthers the capacity of socially marginalized groups, such as people with disabilities, to interact within a physically safe space (Mann & Stewart, 2000) .
When carrying out asynchronous communication over a long duration, participants may experience a degree of positive affirmation for their participation. Research shows that when asynchronous conversations occur over a period of time, users may gain positive interpretations of their interlocutor (Walther, 1996) . Overestimating positive interpretations about the other, combined with the ability to control how one is presented online, can create mutually affirming feedback loops. Consequently, participants as well as researchers may be rewarded for online communication.
The online medium may also facilitate greater disclosure of personal information, offering further benefits to both researcher and participants. This brings about a contentious debate surrounding the communicative richness of the online medium, which is worth considering in delineating the suitability of carrying out discursive research online. Certainly, some researchers argue that lack of visual and aural stimuli in CMC presents an impoverished form of interaction compared with the richness of face-to-face communication (Giese, 1998) . Lack of social context cues have been claimed to create psychological distance between conversants, such as depersonalization, leading to disinhibited actions such as flaming (Dubrovsky, Kiesler, & Sethna, 1991; Kiesler & Sproull, 1992) .
Nevertheless, theoretical evidence supports the notion that people are just as able to disclose on a computer screen as face-to-face. Reduced visual cues diminish the possibility of evaluation by others (Matheson & Zanna, 1990) . This leads to feelings of disinhibition, affording users greater freedom to express themselves without fear of judgment. Researchers investigating relational development online argue that synchronous CMC offers an immediate and dynamic form of dialogue that may elevate users' awareness of others (Colomb & Simutis, 1996; Ruedenberg, Danet, & Rosenbaum-Tamari, 1995; Yates, 1996) . Increased awareness may narrow psychological distance between speakers and enhance a feeling of joint involvement (Murphy & Collins, 1997) . Consequently, this can lead to greater disclosure. Boshier (1990) also claimed that release from fear of judgment in association with one-to-one conversations via asynchronous online communication may increase disclosure of personal details. Findings from an investigation of cybersex confirm the online medium's ability to enhance self-disclosure. Hamman (1997) found that participants admitted they would be prepared to disclose intimate details about their cybersex activities in an online setting but not face-to-face. The absence of physical presence indicators may enable participants to feel more comfortable about personal disclosure online, offering a more conducive, discursive space, as participants are less inhibited by the researcher's physical presence.
The informality and anonymity afforded by online communication may also be important factors in increased disclosure (Mann & Stewart, 2000) . Matheson (1992) argued that the online medium facilitates a closer connection with users' personal feelings, beliefs, and values. Users' ability to reflect on their thoughts and reactions is enhanced as an outcome of the intimacy facilitated via the informality of typing onto a computer screen. The degree of anonymity afforded participants online means they can discuss sensitive issues and challenge dominant ideology without fear of judgment, increasing the potential for accessing alternative subjectivities. Furthermore, Mann and Stewart (2000) mentioned how the benefits of anonymous communication for researchers may increase access to socially marginalized communities, such as people with disabilities. Although there is vast potential and many benefits for carrying out discursive research online, the particular settings for online research raise new and complex ethical issues (Thomas, 1996) .
ETHICAL DILEMMAS
Much of the controversy surrounding the ethics of studying online interaction rests on whether the contexts are public or private in nature. Waskul and Douglass (1996) argued online texts are both publicly private and privately public. Physical dimensions of location are altered online, as with other non-face-to-face mediums. The context in which conversation occurs may not correspond with the physical locations of participants. For instance, participants can engage in an online forum from the intimacy of their bedroom or through an online terminal in a public library. Furthermore, although an online forum may be accessible to the public, the activities engaged there might be confidential to the participants. Public access does not guarantee public disclosure. These interpretations dissolve the taken-forgranted boundaries between the public/private dichotomy.
Furthermore, the blurring of public and private boundaries within many online contexts has not been incorporated into approved codes for recording and analyzing data. For instance, the American Psychological Association's (APA) ethical principles and code of conduct (2003) exempts psychologists from gaining informed consent where data constitutes naturalistic observations within a public place. This neglects to consider virtual contexts where public and private boundaries merge.
Copyright law may compound the issue further. With the lack of informed consent required when using publicly available material under the APA ethical code, copyright law has, similarly, ruled that material incorporated into a new published work can be duplicated, for research purposes (Harper, 2001 ). However, full credit must be given to a source when direct quotations are used (Herring, 1996) . Eysenbach and Till (2001) argued that using another's discourse without quotation may actually exploit the author's intellectual property, especially if the author sought publicity. In addition to neglecting the simultaneous public and private dimension of online contexts, legislation may hinder the ethical practice of protecting participants' identities by acknowledging the text's author.
The adequacy of deploying pseudonyms to protect participants' identities presents another ethical issue that should be considered when gathering discursive data online. In maintaining the anonymity of participants in research write-ups, Waskul and Douglass (1996) argued that researchers need to conceptualize anonymity as a socially constructed condition. Anonymity becomes mediated in social interaction, rather than a state of being residing in the individual. Although the anonymity of a participant's offline identity may be contained by engaging in an alternate persona, this same persona may emerge as an identifiable character within an online community, easily recognized through textual structure and style. Altering participants' names may be insufficient to protect confidentiality. For instance, certain search engines are capable of indexing newsgroup postings. Subsequently, the originator of an anonymous quote from a newsgroup with temporal identifiers removed may be sourced by anyone who searches for its location using a search query (Eysenbach & Till, 2001) .
The degree of intrusiveness must also be taken into account when evaluating the ethical risks involved in gathering discursive data from online communities (Waskul & Douglass, 1996) . Much disdain has been directed at researchers who lurk in online forums in the hope of gleaning interesting data. Beyond merely annoying participants, the intrusiveness has the added potential of causing harm and jeopardizing the safety surrounding personal disclosure within online support groups (King, 1996) . Online data gathering can be so disruptive as to destroy the supportive functioning of online communities (Reid, 1996) .
Ethical dilemmas may also be encountered when gathering data via online interviews. Mann and Stewart (2000) claimed the main methodological barrier against online datacollection techniques pertains to an inability to ascertain the authenticity of respondents' data. Walther (1992) pointed out that when researchers acquire interview data from members of virtual communities who adopt an online persona, responses may take the form of elaborate fabrications. Turkle (1995) has also pondered the methodological dilemma raised by virtual reality for online interviews. If participants choose not to reveal any identifying details, it may be difficult for researchers to secure informed consent. Turkle used online interviews only with those whom she had met in person.
Gaining informed consent from participants is even problematic when dealing with the ethics of naturalistic data gathering. Waskul and Douglass (1996) highlighted how obtaining informed consent from the authors of online postings can be troublesome when a community's membership is in constant flux. Requesting informed consent may be particularly cumbersome if the e-mail addresses attached to messages posted are no longer valid (Eysenbach & Till, 2001 ). The task of publicly notifying an online community about acquiring informed consent for studying their online interactions may impact heavily and potentially endanger participants'safety in personal disclosure. In summary, gathering data online presents a number of ethical dilemmas and pitfalls, which influenced the kind of approach chosen.
THE PRESENT STUDY: EXPLORING THE ONLINE EXPERIENCES OF PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES
Instead of carrying out DA by gathering naturalistic data, this research deployed online interviews. Participants were interviewed online about their online experiences, eliminating the ethical dilemma of jeopardizing members' anonymity, confidentiality, and privacy when analyzing freely available extracts posted to an online community. Interviewing online also meant participants were integrally engaged with the environment where the topic of the interviews was located, enabling more immediate engagement with the topic of discussion.
Method

PARTICIPANTS AND RECRUITMENT
The research targeted people in New Zealand who used the online medium inclusive of Internet and e-mail facilities daily, or at least several times per week, and who identified with disability. Various organizations representing people with physical and sensory disabilities were invited to participate. Twenty-one people with physical and sensory disabilities participated, ranging in age from 15 to 59 years.
MATERIALS AND PROCEDURES
Each participant received an information sheet by e-mail or hard copy, fully outlining the research purpose, rights and responsibilities of participants, confidentiality and anonymity, and information about the researcher (first author). Participants were required to respond further if they wished to take part, at which time they were sent a consent form. Informed consent via hard copy was authorized when participants signed and dated the form. For emailed consent forms, participants authorized their participation by sending the online consent form back with the words "agreement confirmed" in the subject line. Deaf interviewees received a simplified version of the information sheet and consent form to accommodate their literacy levels, as English was a second language.
Participants were given the choice of using several online communication facilities, or another online program of their choice. Interviews were largely conducted via e-mail, with two participants choosing IRC and ICQ. Several participants noted the financial advantage in using e-mail because costs were incurred only when sending and retrieving. The high degree of literacy required to participate in online interviews because of the textual nature of online communication meant the online setting was inaccessible to three deaf participants. Consequently, these interviews were conducted in a face-to-face setting via tape-recorder. Sign language interpreters were present to translate English into Sign and vice versa. Taperecorded interviews were also employed because of the sheer difficulty in accessing two participants for e-mail interviews.
The interview schedule comprised six sections grouped around different themes: getting online access, being online, talking about disability online, experiences online, focusing on participants' disability, and background details. Interviews conducted via e-mail consisted of several questions being sent off with participants replying in their own time at their convenience. For the synchronous, non-e-mail options, interviews tended to cease after the first or second interview section and resumed at a later date, for reasons such as tiredness, communication lag, network disconnection, as well as constraints on participants' time. Tape-recorded interviews lasted on average 2 hours; electronic interviews extended over weeks and months.
Tape-recorded interviews were transcribed verbatim without consulting standard conventions such as those outlined in Parker (1992) and Potter and Wetherell (1987) . Most of the research data was gathered via online interviews. Hence, the only linguistic conventions required constituted those created by the participants themselves. Imposing a separate formatting structure for the tape-recorded interviews would create unnecessary disjunction and inconsistency between interview data gathered on-and offline, leading to complications in the reading of text.
BUILDING RAPPORT Participants were met in person prior to the interviews, affording opportunity to acknowledge their commitment. Meeting in person was not possible with every participant because of substantial geographical barriers. Subsequently, in each interview, the researcher initiated self-disclosure by beginning with a one-page overview of her life history. Likewise, information sheets mentioned background details about the researcher and her motivation for the study.
SECURITY AND ETHICS
Ethical approval for the research was gained from Massey University's Human Ethics Committee and the research was conducted within guidelines of the New Zealand Psychological Society. Pseudonyms were deployed to ensure participants' anonymity during the write-up. Any identifying information that appeared in any of the interviews was either removed or substantially altered. Once each interview was complete, participants were sent a copy of their transcript to read through and make any additions, alterations, or exclusions as desired. The exercise empowered participants to make any changes and played a significant role in retaining the integrity of the interview and securing participants' ownership of their data. On research completion, each participant received a three-page summary.
McAfee virus detection software (considered the most robust available) was installed throughout the duration of the research. A McAfee personal firewall was also installed, preventing others from accessing the hard drive of the researcher's computer while connected. This maintained participants' anonymity and confidentiality during synchronous online interviews. The firewall also protected the storage of participants' data whenever the researcher was online, protecting participants' anonymity and confidentiality throughout the research process.
However, the majority of interviews were conducted by e-mail, which lends itself to an insecure information route. Although the researcher ensured to the best of her ability that the data she sent was free of viruses, it was not possible to maintain participants' security. Even though encryption software is freely available, this requires compatibility between corresponding parties. Nevertheless, participants were informed about this security option for e-mail interviews. For the synchronous communication programs, security features were embedded in the software to eliminate third-party interference.
A REFLEXIVE ANALYSIS OF THE DATA-GATHERING PROCESS
Conducting the interviews across different mediums and communicative contexts raised new issues. Online, versus face-to-face, it was difficult asking questions of a potentially sen-sitive or personal nature (e.g., "Does having a disability make any difference online?"). The absence of emotional cues created uncertainty surrounding the social acceptability and appropriateness of these questions for each participant.
Interviews conducted in person involved a definite time boundary of 2 or 3 hours to encompass the entirety of the interview schedule and any follow-up queries, as well as other points of interest. The restriction on interaction meant a sense of urgency in acquiring information, leading to a strong desire to fully exhaust each topic area, irrespective of how wellacquainted the researcher was with participants. In contrast, online interviews carried over weeks, months, and past a 12-month period on occasion. The longitudinal approach for online interviews and the delay between sending questions and receiving feedback, in the case of e-mail interviews, meant there was more time to deliberate over participants' reactions and consider a range of possible interpretations. At times, this resulted in a rather agonizing process when creating and sending questions via e-mail, especially questions of a sensitive or personal nature.
There were other differences associated with conducting interviews across different mediums. Relational development took longer to achieve in online interviews (via e-mail) compared with face-to-face (compare Walther, 1992; Walther & Burgoon, 1992) . The delayed process of sending out questions and receiving participants' responses at a later time created less opportunity to relate with participants by reciprocating disclosure of experiences, compared with the synchronous interviews conducted face-to-face, on IRC, and ICQ. Meeting participants in person prior to beginning these interviews, where possible, eased these difficulties. It is worth considering the issue of relational development in the context of this study. Although research shows the social benefits of operating within a medium that conceals embodied details (Arnold & Miller, 2000; Chandler, 1998; Ford, 2001; Gordon, 1999; Hyde & Todd, 1996; Jordan, 1999; Miller, 1995; Turkle, 1995; Walker, 2000) , difficulty with developing areas of relating online where embodied details were absent may indicate the researcher's prior social knowledge (Green, 1997) and the reliance on embodiment to conduct social interaction. Furthermore, because the face has been the primal means of mediation as the physicality of another's eyes establishes trust (Heim, 1991) , not conducting interviews face-to-face may have disrupted the security in maintaining ethical principles governing interaction.
The social context varied according to the researcher's relationship with participants. Some were casual acquaintances, whereas others were complete strangers. This had a bearing on the extent to which issues were explored, how particular questions were phrased, and how confidently the interviews were carried out, which improved on experience. Such variation is evident when comparing the following examples. The first comes from an IRC interview conducted at the end of the research with a participant already known by the researcher. The synchronous communication setting may have contributed to the increased questioning, whereas brief responses may have added to the researcher's bold clarification. The second is from an e-mail interview conducted early in the research with a participant unknown to the researcher.
Natilene: Please don't think me an ignoramous, I'm just interested in your interpretation-facing the world on your own is not good? Daniel: that's fine Daniel: I face the world as most do Daniel: perhaps not a confidently as I could Natilene: so, knowing that there are others out there going thru something similar makes you feel confident about your situation? Daniel: a little, but less alone really Natilene: Just following up on question 2, "Is having a disability important to you"-this is a very general question and can be answered in many ways. However, I take your point it could be more clearly defined. One possible avenue for interpretation of the question relates to this idea-"is your disability an important part of how you define yourself?"
There was also variation in the duration required for carrying out each interview. However, the longitudinal approach taken for online interviews occurred at considerable frustration to the researcher because there was no certainty surrounding when participants would respond. Tape-recorded interviews were far more convenient because of gaining a sense of closure on the interview within a set timeframe. Nevertheless, online interviews provided a very convenient and, potentially, empowering means for participants to engage with the interview topic because participants had control over when, where, and how they responded.
Theoretically, conducting interviews across different mediums may lead participants to form their ideas within divergent cultural structures as dictated by the protocols of the specific medium. Some may even argue that this brings about contextually different kinds of discursive resources, which may radically alter the nature of analysis, in addition to causing unnecessary perplexity. However, as pointed out by discursive theorists (e.g., Parker, 1992; Potter & Wetherell, 1987) , discursive constructions deployed by individuals are products of a particular social climate. Although nuances in mediums may alter constructions, the social ideologies of the historical era dictate the kinds of language practices used. This does not deny the possibility that on-and offline interviews with the same person will be different. Rather, the primary aim of a discursive approach is about accessing the broad range of discursive constructions available to participants (not replicating interview conditions).
It is important to acknowledge that data gathered in the IRC interview was less useful for carrying out DA. The participant's responses often constituted stilted phrases of very few words (indicative of Daniel's extract), forming incomplete and, in some cases, incoherent sentences. Consequently, there was a need to clarify understanding constantly by reconstructing the participant's ideas with greater explanation, with much of their discourse merely confirming the researcher's interpretations. This was inadequate for DA. The other online interview, also situated outside an e-mail context, was conducted via ICQ, a chat environment very similar to IRC. Yet, in this context, the participant frequently constructed complete sentences, eliminating any need to re-present their ideas. Hence, in addition to the online context governing the adequacy of data, participants' online conversational style may also be important to consider when gathering online data for DA. Although 2 interviews conducted with deaf participants involved the recording and transcription of a Sign language interpreter's discourse, the researcher was not in a position to verify the accuracy of the interpreter's translation. To ensure reliability of translation, interpreters did acknowledge when they made mistakes, which were distinguished in the transcripts.
Besides dealing with the dilemmas surrounding interviews conducted across different mediums, problems developed within a single medium. Within e-mail interviews, there were instances when the researcher misjudged participants' responses in relation to the conversational turn-taking. For instance, on occasion, it was difficult to judge whether a participant 236 SOCIAL SCIENCE COMPUTER REVIEW had finished their answer or whether there was opportunity to probe further. The following excerpt from an e-mail interview demonstrates this.
Natilene: What kind of advice would you give other people with disabilities, who were considering going online? Bridgette: Get some training first on how to search, and use the technology to its potential, pitfalls to avoid. Natilene: I wasn't sure whether the pitfalls to avoid was the end or perhaps you were going to add to this. Bridgette: Yes, that was the end! Similarly, although a participant's response to one question had the potential to overlap with their response to another question, it was beyond the researcher's capacity to predict this. Hence, there were situations in which the researcher misjudged pursuing questions on the interview schedule (to extend the research inquiry) deemed redundant by participants, as indicated below in an excerpt from Sally-Ann's interview. Participants also encountered difficulties in interpreting the researcher's questions, as demonstrated in the following excerpt from Sheryl's interview. Online communication can create gross misinterpretations of simple textual utterances because of the narrow bandwidth, which removes many paralinguistic modes of information from the interaction, such as intonation, gestures, and facial expression (Hamman, 1997; Mann & Stewart, 2000; Stone, 1995) . Hamman (1997) argued that the ease with which misinterpretations can occur online is a methodological concern. Throughout the process of gathering online data, the researcher negotiated a fine line between insufficient information and information overload. Managing this methodological dilemma required a meticulous attention to detail where additional questions and clarification were offered to reduce ambiguity and improve specificity. Yet, the inclusion of additional information, simultaneously, functioned to narrow participants' interpretations and, thereby, constrain their responses. Inevitably, this restricted the discursive ideas chosen for analysis. However, to minimize participants' confusion and eventual frustration, specifying the meaning of interview questions seemed necessary.
Participating in online interviews did involve a degree of technical knowledge for participants, as well as for the researcher. Indeed, Sudweeks and Simoff (1999) pointed out, every communication channel (whether mediated by text or vocal output) requires specific knowledge about operating within that context. This includes knowledge of the typical communicative conventions, such as turn-taking and preliminary phatic conversation, as well as the technical skills needed to access and deliver information. To communicate online, participants needed to know a comprehensive selection of computer operations to negotiate their way around programs such as IRC, ICQ, and e-mail applications. Literacy in dealing with computers and online communication facilities was essential. Subsequently, the option of providing participants with a choice of online communication facilities was useful in this regard.
Other points of reflection regarding the use of online data for DA relate to the inaccessibility surrounding the evolving and fluctuating process of participants' online experiences. Breen (1997) noted that, as the speed at which information is transferred electronically increases, we lose touch with how this information has been created and constructed. The interview data constructed a mere snapshot of the experiences participants encountered. This may limit the capacity to demonstrate the fluctuating and evolving nature of the interviews and what it means to be online. Jones (1999b) supported this in noting that the Internet produces communication in an essentially material form, disguising its evolving presence.
Further aspects of the interview context were also inaccessible for analysis, such as whether participant communication took place at a keyboard in a bedroom or public venue. Pacagnella (1997) suggested the inability of online discourse to inform researchers about the physical context in which communication takes place disadvantages the analytic richness of using DA for online research. Similarly, other information such as the duration for typing messages and delays in responding time between speakers in synchronous and asynchronous facilities is eliminated from online transcripts. Mann and Stewart (2000) suggested this kind of detail could help convey the dynamics of online interaction.
CONCLUSION
Utilizing DA offered a valuable research strategy. From a theoretical perspective, situating research within a textual medium corresponded with an emphasis on language construction central to DA. Practically speaking, online data collection allowed participants to respond to questions at their own pace, time, and location, incorporating particular advantages for people with disabilities, who could participate irrespective of physical (and sensory) ability. For the researcher, online data gathering removed the labor and cost involved in transcription as CMC provided an immediate textual record of linguistic activities.
When first embarking on this study, a strict dichotomy between on-and offline interactions was assumed. As the research interviews progressed, this interpretation changed, subsequently incorporating a relationship of increasing fluidity and interconnectivity between on-and offline experiences. The qualitative data-gathering process enhanced this change. The theorizing process embedded within a discursive methodology, which minimizes the tendency to constrain participants' responses according to the researcher's framework, greatly contributed to this reorientation.
